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Creatlng Long- Term
Organizational Change

LR

Paul S. Goodman
James W. Dean, |r.

~—N This chapter is about the institutionalization of organizational
' change. It is concerned with the persistence of organizational

change. Lewin (1951) describes change in terms of three processes
—unfreezing, moving, and refreezing. Institutionalization is con-
cerned with the process of refreezing. After a new policy or program
is introduced into an organization, we plan to focus on factors that
affect its persistence. A whole series of questions underlies this prob-
lem statement: What does institutionalization or persistence mean?
How do we describe different degrees of institutionalization? What
critical processes affect institutionalization? What are the critical
predictors? These questions serve to organize this discussion.<—

In this, as in any study, it is important to limit the scope of
inquiry. First, we will examine only the persistence of behavior
within organizations. Persistence of individual behavior or social
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‘ Creating Long-Term Organizational Change 227

institutions (Meyer and Rowan, 1977) is excluded. Second, we will
limit our inquiry to instances of planned organizational change.
That is, we are interested only in the case in which some planned
change is introduced by any of the organization’s constituencies;
changes emanating from random variation or maturation are ex-
cluded. Third, we will examine only cases in which the change was
intended to be long term. There are many organizational situations
where change is intended to be temporary or short run; these situa-
tions also are excluded. ' ﬁ

Significance

If one is interesied in creating long-term organizational
change, an understanding of the processes that bring about this
long-term change is critical. Unfortunately, a review of the literature
indicates there are few, il any, well-developed models to explain or
predict degrees of institutionalization (Goodman, Bazerman, and
Conlon, 1979). This is not to say that there are not intellectual pieces
that deal with the persistence of change. Berger and Luckman’s
(1966) concept of reciprocal typification, Granovetter's (1978) ;
threshold concept, Kiesler's (1971) discussion of commitment, and
Walton's (1980) human resource gap are just some of the ideas that
bear on the persistence of change. Some of these references deal with
definitions of institutionalization, some with processes that affect !
institutionalization, and some with predictors. Our focus is to de- i
velop a unified explanatory model that deals with degrees of institu-
tionalization, processes, and predictors.

There has been a recent spurt of interest in the empirical N |
literature in organizational failures (for example, Mirvis and Berg,

1977). Analyses of change programs’ failures represent one way to )
look at reasons for persistence. Unfortunately, most of these research , B
f reports are ex post in their explanations, and those reports focusing
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5 n:: solely on failures pick up only pieces of the puzzle. One needs to E'
l val look at successes as well as failures in similar organizations in order ‘
’ to identify critical predictors. Our focus is 10 expand the success- i
" ™ failure dichotomy to examine degrees of institutionalization of ® '
“’2\ R planned organizational change. It is unlikely that the “success- .
;; ) % t‘ L. failure” labels describe the persistence of change.
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i 228 _ Change in Organizations

There are practical reasons for examining the concept of
institutionalization. Over the last ten years there has been a prolif-
eration of projects designed to improve overall organizational effec-
tiveness. Many viewed these change effo:ts ir. a policy context, as
they had potential for improving productivity and quality of work-
ing life at the national level. Many of these projects were bold and
innovative. Unlortunately, the most optimistic “‘bottom line"” is that
these projects, although initially successful, often did not persist
over time (Goodman, Bazerman, and Conlon, 1979; Mirvis and Berg, i
1977; Walton, 1975, 1980). If organizational innovations and change

are to represent one strategy for improving productivity and quality 1
of working life, then we need to understand the forces that lead to
; long-run organizational change. Our orientation is not specifically §

toward large-scale productivity or “QWL" change projects, but to-
ward any type of organizational change. The persistence of organi-
zational change is a pervasive organizational problem. It is
important in dealing with the introduction of new technology, new
information systems (Keen, 1981), or new financial systems.

‘ Chapter Organization and Orientation

The chapter is divided into two sections—a theory section
and an empirical section. In the first section we will outline a defini-
tion and a framework for studying institutionalization and then
dewail the critical processes. In the second section we will present
dawa from nine organizations that were included in a study of
planned change. The information from these case studies can be
: used to illustrate degrees of institutionalization. Other studies on

: institutionalization will also be incorporated into this analysis.
: The products of this chapter flow from an earlier work on
institutionalization (Goodman, Bazerman, and Conlon, 1979). In
- that endeavor we constructed a framework for institutionalization
1' i and then presented a literature review organized around that frame- d
work. The next step was to use that framework for organizing data
i collected in the nine organizations. Both collection and analysis
of these data provided new insights into the processes of institution- Tl
alization, which in turn led t0 revisions in our theoretical orienta-
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Creating Long-Term Otganiﬁtional Change 229

tion. This chapter, then represents an evolution from our first effort
and is more a product of both inductive and deductive processes.

-

Conceptual Framework

Institutionalization Defined. Institutionalization is examined
in terms of specific behaviors or acts. We are assuming here that the
persistence of change programs can be studied by analyzing the
persistence of the specific behaviors associated with each program.
For example, job switching is a set of behaviors often associated
with autonomous work groups. To say that the behaviors associated
with a program are no longer practiced is to say that the program no
longer persists. An institutionalized act is defined as a behavior that
is performed by two or more individuals, persists over time, and
exists as a social fact (Goodman, Bazerman, and Conlon, 1979).
Behavior as a social fact means that it exists external to any individ-
ual as part of social reality, that is, it is not dependent on any
particular individual. An institutianalized act is a structural phe-
nomenon. Persistence in the context of planned organizational
change refers to the probability of evoking an institutionalized act
given a particular stimulus and the functional form of that response
rate over time. Persistence is not an all-or-nothing phenomenon;
there are clearly degrees of persistence that can be identified in terms
of response rates over time (Goodman, Bazerman, and Conlon,
1979).

The defining characteristics of an institutionalized act are
performance by multiple actors, persistence, and its existence as a
social fact.

* Degrees of Institutionalization. An act is not all or nothing; it
may vary in terms of its persistence, the number of people in the
social system performing the act, and the degree to which it exists as
a social fact. The problem in some of the current literature on
change is the use of the words success or failure. This language
clouds the crucial issue of representing and explaining degrees or
levels of institutionalization. Most of the organizational cases we
have reviewed cannot be described by simple labels of success or
failure. Rather, we find various degrees of institutionalization. In-
deed, an issue in collecting data about institutionalization is know-
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230 Change in Organizations

ing how 1o operationalize this variation. That is, the problem in the
field is not whether a change program persists, but how to represent
the degree of its persistence. Although this problem confronted us in
deciding how to measure institutionalization, its resolution is more
conceptual than empirical.

The basic questions are, then: What do we mean by degrees of
institutionalization? How do we represent these variations? Our
conceptualization is based on the following five facets of institu-
tionalization. The presence or absence of these facets explains the
degree of institutionalization.

The first is knowledge of the behavior. Institutionalization is
defined in terms of acts or behaviors. This facet focuses on the extent

“to which an individual has knowledge of a particular behavior. In

other words, does the individual know enough about the behavior to
be able to perform it and to know what to expect to happen if he or
she does? For example, in several of the organizations in which we
collected data, the change programs were directed toward the devel-
opment of autonomous work groups. Within the label of autono-
mous work groups there is a wide range of new behaviors, such as
job switching, and group decision making on bringing in new
members, disciplining members, and planning work. Knowledge
refers to the cognitive representations people have of these behav-
iors. Because institutionalization is a social construction of reality,
we are interested in the extent to which there are common cognitive
representations of each behavior among participants in the relevant
social system.

The second facet is performance. In any change program
there are new behaviors to be performed, given some common stim-
ulus. One measure of the degree of institutionalization is the extent
to which each behavior is performed across the participants in the
social system. If job switching or intergroup communication were
part of the intended change, we could look for the number of people
performing the behavior as a measure of institutionalization. Behav-
ior frequency might be another indicator, but there are certain cau-
tions to keep in mind. In some change situations certain behavior
may be low-frequency evens. Failure to observe these behaviors at
any point does not indicate they are not institutionalized. For ex-
ample, in an autonomous work group, production decisions may be
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Creating Long-Term Organizational Change 231

made daily, but hiring decisions may be made very infrequently.
Also, some behaviors may be displayed early in a change program,
but their frequency may decline over time. This does not necessarily
mean that they are less institutionalized. For example, one dimen-
sion of most autonomous work groups is that everyone learns all the
other jobs via job switching, a change from the traditional one
person-one job format. As a group moves from the traditional struc-
ture toward autonomy, there is hound to be a high frequency of
switching if the program of change is accepted. Over time, as each
person learns all the jobs, people remain on one job but now have
the potential to work on other jobs, as in new work configurations.
At this point the frequency of the job switching behavior has de-
creased. This, however, does not mean that the behavior is less insti-
| tutionalized. The potential for job switching is still in place (that is,
i known and accepted by social system members), although the actual
number of job switches has declined.

A similar problem concerns the evolution of behavior. A par-
ticular behavior may be set in place during the early phases of the
change program, but it may evolve over time. In one account of an
organizational intervention, Goodman (1979) reports that intershift
communication was introduced to improve organizational effec-
tiveness. The organizational participants adopted this behavior, and
an observer would see each crew member from one shift talking to
his counterpart from the next. During the second year of change,
crew members talked to their counterparts only if there were produc-
tion problems. Later, a crew appointed a representarive to talk with
the representative from the other crews during the shift changes. In
this case not only the frequency of the behaviors declined, but the
form of the behavior itself changed. Nonetheless, we cannot infer
that the behavior is less institutionalized. The function of intershift
communication is still being performed.

This discussion of the frequency and evolution of the behav-
tor is important to illustrate the complexity of using behavior as a
criterion of institutionalization. Simple frequency counts may not
be a useful measure. Delimiting the range of acceptable responses 1o
a stimulus (for example, shift time) is difficult. Unfortunately, there
are no general rules for resolving these two issues. Basically, one has
to be aware of the complexities of measuring behavior and perform
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252 ‘ Change in Organizations

the analysis on a case-by-case basis. In regard to frequency, one
should be able 10 hypothesize about differential behavior rates over
different phases of change.

The third facet is preferences for the behavior, which refers 10
whether the participants like (or dislike) performing the behavior.
We introduce this facet because we want to distinguish between
private acceptance of a behavior and public performance of that
behavior (compare Kiesler and Kiesler, 1969). Performance of a be-
havior may result from individual or group sanctions. In neither
case would the performer privately accept the behavior or be posi-
tively disposed to it. We assume some level of private acceptance as
reflected in positive dispositions as a necessary condition for institu-
tionalization. The sign and intensity of these dispositions across the
participants in a social system represent a way to operationalize this
criterion. .

The fourth facet is normative consensus. This criterion refers
to the extent to which (1) organization participants are aware of
others performing the requisite behaviors and (2) there is consensus
about the appropriateness of the behavior. The wider the awareness
that others are performing the behavior and the wider the consensus
that the behavior is appropriate, the greater the degree of
institutionalization.

This facet is a representation of social structure. It reflects the
extent to which a new behavior has become part of the normative
fabric of the organization. The [irst three criteria are aggregated
individual phenomena.

The fifth facet is values. It refers to the social consensus on
values relevant to the specific behaviors. Values are conceptions of
the desirable, statements about how one ought or ought not to be
have. Values are abstractions from more specific normative beliefs.
Many of the change activities over the last decade have been based on
values of providing people more control over their environment,
more freedom and responsibility. The programs themselves have
created specific opporwunities or behaviors to express these values.
The degree to which individuals generalize about these specific acts
to endorse these or other values is an important facet of institution-
alization. The critical factors for this criterion are the existence of
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Creating Long-Term Otgamutional Change 213

individual values and the awareness that others hold these same
values.

The reason for postulating these five facets is to enable us to
deal with the question of how to represent different levels of institu-
tionalization. We do not view behaviors as either institutionalized or
not, but in terms of degrees of institutionalization. Our use of the
five facets is one way to represent the degree or level of
institutionalization.

Because the concept of degrees of institutionalization is criti-
cal for subsequent analysis, some other distinctions about facets are
needed. First, all five facets are analytically independent. Cogni-
tions, behaviors, preferences, norms, and values are independent
constructs. Second, there may be an order among the facets that
reflects a unidimensional structure. Our argument is as follows:
People probably have some cognitive representations of a behavior
before it is performed. Performance of a behavior generates expe-
riences, as well as rewards and punishments, that affect people’s
disposition toward that behavior. As many people perform the be-
havior, they become aware of others’ performance, which leads to
consensus about the appropriateness of the behavior, If there is
normative consensus about a class of behaviors that reflects a partic-
ular value, over time we expect some consensus on that value among
organizational participants. Or, stating the obverse, if a new value
consensus emerges over time, we would expect that value 10 be de-
rived from a set of normative behaviors. The normative consensus in
turn depends on the private acceptance of that behavior, which in
turn reflects experiences from the performance of that behavior. The
facets are therefore ordered: knowledge, performance, preferences,
norms, and values. We would not expect an act 1o meet one of the
latter criteria without meeting all of those that precede it. This thesis
about the structure of the criteria is based on a developmental view
of institutionalization that is elaborated in the Appendix to this
chapter. Basically, we view the organization in some equilibrium
state. Initially, change is introduced primarily through cognitive
means (for example, communication). Initial impacts are on indi-
viduals’ cognitions, behavior, and preferences. Over time, collective

awareness and reinforcements lead to normative and value

oonsensus.
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234 Change in Organizations

A third issue concerns whether we could be more parsimon-
ious with our facets of institutionalization. Given that our defini-
tion reguires that the behavior be a social fact and that facets four
and five are social facts, why could we not use only these two? It is
true that the first three facets are more necessary conditions for insti-
tutionalization. It could be that all members of a social system have
cognitions about a behavior, perform that behavior, and prefer that
behavior, and still we would not label that behavior institu-
tionalized.

The argument for using all five criteria is better to under-
stand the process by which behaviors become fully institutionalized,
as well as deinstitutionalized. The process is critical. We want to
trace through the process by which behaviors become institutional-
ized or deinstitutionalized. The first three facets can provide better
understanding about why a behavior becomes institutionalized.
Similarly, changes in cognition, behavior, and preference can con-
tribute to deinstitutionalization. Conceptually or empirically identi-
fying degrees of institutionalization is a complex task. Including
facets one through three (which are necessary conditions for institu-

tionalization, not definitions) with facets four and five provides a
sharper set of analytical tools to identify degrees of institutionaliza-
tion. Institutionalization occurs only when facets four (norms)
and/or five (values) are in place—meaning that these two facets are
part of our definition. All five facets are used to examine the devel-
opmental process of institutionalization.

A fourth issue concerns the specification of the set of beha-

'viors used to determine degrees of institutionalization. How do we

identify the relevant behaviors 1o examine the degree of institutiony
alization? Most change activities have multiple behaviors, some in-
tended, others unintended. The problem is further complicated by
the dynamic aspect of change where behaviors continually evolve. If
we do not specify the right set of behaviors, we cannot assess the
degree of institutionalization. If we assess the degree of institutionai-
ization in terms of live behaviors when the actual set is ten, we
would misspecify the level of institutionalization.

There is no easy prescription for this problem. In our earlier
work (Goodman, Bazerman, and Conlon, 1979) we addressed this by
understanding the model of the change agent and the constituencies
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Creating Long-Term Organizational Change 235

supporting the change, as well as the 1arget population. Such an
analysis of characteristics of the change activity should shed light on
the modal behaviors.

The last issue concerns identification of the relevant social
system for measuring degrees of institutionalization. One way to
measure institutionalization is the extent to which (1) people are
aware of others performing behavior and (2) there is consensus
about the appropriateness of the behavior. The measure of “extent”
requires delineation of the appropriate social system. If the system is
misspecified, the assessment of institutionalization will be incor-
rect. The basic problem is in identifying whether the change should
be defined at the subsystem or system level. If the degrees of institu-
tionalization are measured at the subsystem level but the system level
is more appropriate for analysis, the assessment of institutionaliza-
tion will be incorrect. Again, knowledge of the model of the change,
the constituencies’ views of the change, and observing the process
should permit the appropriate identification.

General Framework. Now that we can represent the degree or
level of institutionalization, our attention turns to the explanation
of this phenomenon. We start with the degree of institutionalization
represented by the five facets. Our picture is intentionally simple.
For examples, we focus on two behaviors—A and B. A is fully insti-
tutionalized in that everyone understands the behavior, performs it,
prefers it, and acknowledges that it is held by others, deemed ap-
propriate, and represented by broader value. Although behavior B is
understood by all, it is performed by a minority, is not well liked,
and exhibits no broad normative consensus. Hence B is less well
institutionalized. The question is why we find differences in the
degree of institutionalization.

The main independent variables are a set of processes. These
have a direct effect on the five institutionalization facets. The pro-
cesses include

1. Socialization. A broad category, socialization includes trans-
mission of -information to organizational members about the
requisite behaviors and learning mechanisms within individu-
als that affect the interpretation of information.
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236 Change in Organizations

2. Commitment. Commitment refers to the binding of the indi-
vidual to behavioral acts. It is a function of the degree of explic-
itness or deniability of an act, the revocability of the act,
whether the act was adopted by personal choice or external
constraints, and the extent to which the act is known by others
{Kiesler, 197); Salancik, 1977).

3. Reward allocation. Reward allocation refers to the types of re-
wards related to the behaviors as well as the schedule of their
distribution. The allocator could be a proponent or an oppo-
nent of the change, and rewards can be allocated to individuals
or groups.

4. Diffusion. Diffusion refers to the extension and adoption of a
new work behavior into a new social system (compare Rogers
and Shoemaker, 1971). That is, it concerns the spread of forms
of work organization from one setting to another.

5. Sensing and recalibration. Sensing and recalibration refers to
the processes by which the organization can measure the degree
of institutionaliza‘.on, feed back information, and take correc-
tive action. One of the major themes from our research on insti-
tutionalization is that most of the organizations we visited had
no mechanism to sense the degree to which their change pro-,
grams were in place. Therefore, they had no ability to take
corrective actions.

Two other classes of variables are incorporated in our framg-
work. The first refers to the structural aspects of change. The goals
of the change and critical roles (for example, autonomous work
groups, survey feedback, team building, and so forth) represent fea-
tures of the structural aspects of change.

The second category refers to the characteristics of the organi-
zation. These represent the social context in which the change is
introduced and evolves. Existing values, norms, character of labor-
management relationships, and skills of the work force all represent
factors in this category. (See Figure 1.)

Our framework reflects two assumptions. First, the processes
have a direct effect on the facets of institutionalization. Second, the
structure of the change and the characteristics of the organization
have indirect effects on the criteria‘through the processes. That is,

-
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Creating Long-Term Organizational Change 237

Figure 1. A Simple Model of Variables Related to Institutionalization.

Organizational

characteristics \

Suucmreof/

the change

the two structural categories serve as moderators of the change
process.

We intentionally have drawn a simple framework in Figure 1;
there are no complicated feedback loops to represent the dynamic
features of change. Rather, we wanted to create a general map to
understanding institutionalization. In the following section further
detail will be provided to produce a more ““fine grained” under-
standing of the concept.

Theoretical Processes of Institutionalization

Our focus is on the persistence of change; so we will not
consider here the introduction and initial adoption phases of a
change program. Our analysis begins with the following general
assumptions about the state of the program: Some individuals hafe
adopted the behaviors. These individuals have progressed through
the first three degrees of institutionalization. They have some knowl-
edge about the behaviors; they have performed them; and they have
some feelings or preferences concerning the behaviors. Others have
not adopted the behaviors. They are at the very first stage of institu-
tionalization, that is, they probably have some knowledge of the
behaviors. A third group of individuals has entered the organization
ot departmen after the change program was introduced. They may
have some knowledge of the behaviors, but they have not performed
them. Our explanation of the processes of institutionalization will
detail the effects of the five processes on these three groups of indi-
viduals. To the extent that the processes move them from lower to
higher degrees of institutionalization, the change program will be
institutionalized.
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238 Change in Organizations

. Socialization. Socialization refers to the transmission of in-
formation about beliefs, preferences, norms, and values with respect
to the new organizational form. In most discussions of change, so-
cialization plays a major role during the initial introduction phase.
However, our interest is in maintaining change over time. In this
context, there are two targets for socialization: existing organiza-
tional members and new entrants. New forms of work behavior
often involve concepts that are both abstract and complex (for ex-
ample, autonomy). As these concepts often evolve throughout the
change program, a continual process of focusing attention on them
and their enduring meaning seems a necessary condition for devel-
oping higher levels of institutionalization. Failure to resocialize
may lead to a decline in beliefs, behaviors, and preferences and
hinder the development of norms and values.

A more critical target is the new organizational members.
Organizational life is characterized by a continual procession of
people through positions. Failure to socialize these individuals for-
mally into the new work behaviors is a major cause of deinstitution-
alization. If there is an increasing number of nonparticipants (that
is, unsocialized new members), the percentage of those performing
the behavior will decline, and the costs of not participating might
decline. Granovetter (1978) has argued that as the number of indi-
viduals participating in a social act declines, the potential penalty
for not participating will also decline, which in turn reduces the
number who are participating. Also, there may be m®re similar
others who are not performing the behaviors. This might stimulate
social comparison, which would also induce decline. That is, as
more similar others decline to participate, the social legitimation for
participation also declines. An important determinant of institu-
tionalization is the transmission of knowledge, beliefs. norms, and
values across generations. This transmission is critical not only be-
cause of the passing of information. The act of transmission itself
reaffirms validity of that knowledge, those beliefs, and those values.
This reaffirmation should both maintain and enhance the level of
institutionalization. If old members socialize the new members, the
new members will also see that the old members consider the behav-
ior appropriate, thus facilitating norm development.
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Commitment. The process of commitment is important to all
three of the groups involved in the change. For older members who
have adopted the behavior, multiple opportunities for recommit-
ment should be made available, thus enabling this commiiment to
be strengthened and leading to the development of norms and
values. It is also necessary 1o bé careful that those older members
who have not adapted do not become committed to not performing
the behavior. This might happen if they were somehow forced to
make explicit public statements that they do not intend 10 adopt the
behavior. This should be avoided because it would make it less
likely that these individuals would ever adopt. Finally, commitment
opportunities, in which they may select the behavior freely (not as
an organizational requirement), explicitly, and in public, should be
provided to new members (Salancik, 1977). This generates high
commitment, which will lead to stability of change and resistance to
change in that behavior.

Another dimension of commiument is the degree to which it
exists throughout the total organizational system. Using the hier-
archy as one way to represent an organization, we would examine
the extent to which participants of all levels were committed to the
new form of work behavior. Our basic hypothesis is the greater the
total system's commitment, the higher the degree of institutionaliza-
tion.

Reward Allocation. Reward allocation is another critical
process of institutionalization. Three issues seem important. Firse,
the nature of the reward schedule over time should have an effect on
the level of institutionalization. The distribution of similar rewards
over time may be correlated with declining values. Using a simple
adaptation paradigm, we might expect that the attractiveness of
rewards, such as variety or pay, may gradually decline over time.
This raises another issue concerning the mix of rewards. It may be
that the mix of rewards (for example, extrinsic and intrinsic) would
impact on the level of institutionalization. If different types of re-
wards exhibit different functional forms between amount allocated
and degree of attractiveness (Alderfer, 1972), then the type of reward
should affect the attractiveness of performing a new form of behav-
ior and, hence, the level of institutionalization. Implicit in this dis-
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240 Change in Organizations

cussion of issues one and two is that the effects of reward systems are
not constant over time. In particular there may be a need to revise
these systems to maintain the level of institutionalization.

The need 10 revise the reward system depends to some extent
on the degree of crystallization of the critical norms and values that
support the new forms of work organization. As the norms and
values become more pervasive, the role of the explicit reward system
may become less pronounced and less in need of revision.

A third issue concerns the degree of equity of the reward
system. The acquisition of beliefs and preferences may be hampered
by a system with identifiable inequities. Similarly, the development
of norms and values is probably facilitated in a system with min-
- imum levels of conflict (inequities) among the members. These
issues principally apply 10 those who have already adopted the
behavior.

Diffusion. Diffusion refers to the process by which innova-
tions in one system are transferred to a new system. If change is
introduced into a subsystem and the behavior becomes institutional-
ized, there is some question abdut the stability of this change within
the large system. If the change is incongruent with some of the
values, and with the normative preferences of the larger system,
forces of counterimplementation may be evoked (Keen, 1981). There
is evidence from change studies (for example, Walton, 1980) that
these forces can undermine the levels of institutionalization in the
target system. Diffusion represents a maintenance and growth stra-
tegy and serves two functions. First, by spreading the institutional-
ized behaviors into other subsystems, the area for counterimplemen-
tation strategies is decreased. Second, diffusion requires the
affirmation (transmission) of the institutionalized behavior, which
should reinforce all five facets.

An alternative 10 diffusion is to draw a barrier around the
initial target system for change (Levine, 1980). This strategy may be
viable in loosely coupled systems.

Sensing and Recalibration. We expect variation in the per-
formance of institutionalized acts as well as in the knowledge prefer-
ences, norms, or values. Sources of the variation may be random,
caused by permanent changes in the organization or environment,
or evolutionary. One of the factors we have observed in our empiri-
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cal cases is that rarely is there any sensing mechanism to measure
this variation. Absence of any mechanisms prevents possibilities for
recalibration. If forces initiate a process of deinstitutionalization
and if no sensing mechanism exists, nothing will abate the decline.
The role of sensing and recalibration is to activate the other process
(for example, socialization), rather than directly affecting the five
facets of institutionalization.

Pracesses and Antecedents

Before we move to some empirical data, some comments
about the relationship between the two classes of antecedent varia-
bles and the processes are necessary. (See Figure 1.) The structure of
change refers 1o the modal goals, strategies, tactics, and programs of
change. These may vary over the different phases of the change. The
basic hypothesis is that the structure of the change aftects the pro-
cesses, which in turn affect degrees of institutionalization. For ex-
ample, change projects that develop very dependent relationships
with external consultants probably will find it more difficult to
maintain levels of institutionalization after the consultants leave
because the projects will not have developed internal capabilities of
resocialization, creation of new commitment opportunities, diffu-
sion, and so forth. Sponsorship probably has a direct effect on the
reward allocation process. The departure of a sponsor can change
the level and type of reward, which may induce deinstitutionaliza-
tion. We will trace similar relationships between the variables in
this category and the processes in the next section.

The other class of antecedent variables—organizational
characteristics—moderates the effect of the processes or the structure
of change on the processes. For example, a high degree of environ-
mental instability should affect the size and distribution of the work
force. High work force stability should affect the ability to socialize
new members into the new forms of work behaviors. Introduction of
new behaviors that are at variance with employee skills or values
increases the costs of performing these behaviors. We trace these and
other effects in the following section, which presents data from cur
study and from previous work about degrees of institutionalization.
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Data

Our theoretical discussion is a product of prior work (Good-
man, Bazerman, and Conlon, 1979) and some empirical work we did
for this chapter. Our strategy for the empirical work was to become
immersed in some organizations that were at different levels of insti-
tutionalization in regard to a change effort. We hoped that the inter-
action between the prior theoretical work and data would generate
new ways of thinking about institutionalization. Although in other
cases we have argued for formal model testing (Goodman, Atkin,
and Schoorman, 1982), in this case we are using data to generate
ideas. We have also included in this section results of other research
that is related to our model. We have provided a brief summary of
the information we collected and its relationship to the previous
theoretical discussions, as well as 1o the results of other studies.

Data were collected from nine organizations that had been
involved in some major change effort generally focused on improv-
ing quality of working life and productivity. Because our sampling
strategy determined the kinds of data we collected and subsequently
our views on institutionalization, it is necessary to be explicit about
the plan. First, we selected organizations involved in some substan-
tial organizational change (substantial means that the change led to
a modification in multiple organizational dimensions, such as au-
thority, decision making, or communication). Second, we looked at
organizations that were four to five years into their change effort. In
all cases, many of the change activities were in place and some data
on consequences (generally positive) were available. Therefore, we
are not looking at organizations in which the change activities were
initially blocked and never really got started. Third, we selected
organizations in which there was documentation over the life of the
change effort. Because we were taking only a brief snapshot, it was
imporant to be able to understand the total historical context of the
program. Fourth, we selected a sample that was heterogeneous in
terms of type of organization, target population, and type of change.
The nine firms are drawn from both the private and public sectors.
Some are unionized; others are not. The target population ranges
from primarily production workers to primarily managerial, with
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varied mixes among blue-collar, white-collar, professional, and man-
agerial workers.

Data were collected by interviews. The framework for the
interview schedule was designed from our first essay on institution-
alization (Goodman, Bazerman, and Conlon, 1979) and focused
primarily on measures of the degree of institutionalization and pre-
dictors of degrees of institutionalization. Because the change activi-
ties were different across organizations, the schedule had 10 be
changed 10 fit the setting. However, in all cases, we looked for crite-
ria of institutionalization. Therefore, if we learned that a labor-
management problem-solving team was part of the change, we

developed questions concerning people’s knowledge of the team’s
existence, its functioning, and its consequences. There are some
common predictors of institutionalization, such as learning mecha-

nisms used to socialize new members, reward allocation mecha-
nisms, and sponsorship. Questions for these concepts were tailored
to the specific site. For each organization, twenty-five to thirty hours
of interviews were conducted, with time per interview ranging from
thirty minutes to one hour and a hallf.

Before we examine some of the data on institutionalization, i
we will briefly review some characteristics of the change programs %

utilized in these different organizations. . !

Autonomous work groups were introduced into some of our
organizations. Basically, these are self-governing groups organized
by process, place, or product. There is a substantial shift in author-
ity and decision making as the group takes over decision making on
hiring, discipline, allocation of production tasks, and so forth. Most
autonomous groups encourage job switching and pay is by knowl-
edge rather than activities (Goodman, 1979).

Problem-solving hierarchies were another common form of
change. In this type of program, a hierarchy of linked problem-
solving groups is superimposed on the existing organizational
structure. The groups are generally arranged following the current
organizational structure, with lower level groups dealing with prob-
lems specific to their areas and higher level groups dealing with
problems that cut across multiple organizational units. In our sam-
ple, these groups met regularly. Products from these groups include
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work simplification, flextime projects and new performance apprais-
al.systems.

One organization introduced a matrix organization with ,
quality conurol circles. At the factory level, all work was organized :
by business teams that generally reflected products or processes. The
team was located in one area, and its membership was composed of
staff and line personnel at the exempt level. The matrix was created
to be sure staff people (engineering) reported to the business team
leader as well as to the staff manager (for example, the head of
engineering). QC circles were linked to the teams and introduced at
the production worker level.

v Another organization introduced an elaborate hierarchical
systern of teams for strategic planning. This system was called the
parallel organization. The target population in this program was 1
managers and staff personnel. The parallel organization was a sep-
arate organization from the traditional line and staff group. It was
a permanent organization. All members belonged to both the tradi-
tional line and staff organization and to the parallel organization,
and each participant had two bosses. Within the parallel organiza-

i' tion, there is 2 mechanism for generating new strategic problems

and a mechanism for auditing the implementation of the plans

adopted to deal with these problems. )

One of our organizations introduced a variation of a Scanlon
Plan—a labor-management productivity plan with plantwide
bonuses. A

Degrees of Institutionalization. Table 1 summarizes some of
our interview data in terms of degrees of institutionalization. Five
different organizational forms were introduced into our sample of
nine organizations. Autonomous work groups and problem-solving
hierarchies were the most common forms, but their specific form
varied by organization. Within a given form, such as problem-
solving hierarchies, we find organizations preducing very different
products or services.’

1 The table is also arranged according to the facets of institu-

; tionalization. Knowledge refers to the degree 1o which organiza-
tional participants understand the proposed organizational form

(for example, autonomous work groups) and its requisite behaviors

I (job switching). Behavior refers to the extent to which a behavior is
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246 Change in Organizations

performed. Personal disposition refers to the extent to which people
like and privately accept the new behavior. Normative consensus
refers to the degree to which multiple others view the behavior as
appropriate. Value consensus indicates the degree of consensus con-
cerning an abstracted concept (for example, autonomy, cooperation)
derived from specific behavior included in the other criteria.

We operationalized the criteria by estimating the percentage
of people (that is, those we interviewed) in each of the five catego-
ries. Because the data do not provide opportunities for refined meas-
urement, we used gross categories—low (0-33 percent), medium
(34-66 percent), high (67-100 percent). Also, our judgments are ag-
gregated across behaviors for any site. That is, there is a large
number of behaviors included in the form designated as autono-
mous work groups. A low rating means that less than one third of the
people are performing any of the behaviors. A high classification
means that most of the people are performing all the behaviors. The
only other code used is mixed, and it appears in the personal dispo-
sition category. Mixed means that, although the new behavior has
acquired a certain amount of support, there is also a clearly recog-
nizable opposition to it.

Table 1 is ordered in terms of degrees of institutionalization,
with a program of autonomous work groups exhibiting no signs of
institutionalization five years after its inception and a bonus pro-
ductivity plan exhibiting the highest level of institutionalization.
Most of the nine organizational forms were introduced at the same
time, and all experienced a period of success.

The first significant observation from this array of data is that
five of the nine sites exhibit low levels of institutionalization, as
measured by the behavior criterion. Only two of the nine exhibit
moderate to high levels of institutionalization. These are congruent
with other reports (Hinrichs, 1978; Walton, 1980) that it is difficult
to maintain organizational change aver time.

A second observation is that there is some order among the
institutionalization criteria. If knowledge is not present (that is,
medium or above), the other categories are labeled low or none. If
behavior is not present, the remaining categories are similarly la-
beled. If behavior is present, the knowledge category is present. If the
personal disposition category is not present, the remaining catego-
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ries are not present. If personal dispositions are present, so are the
preceding categories. Basically, there appears to be some unidimen-
sionality among the criteria, resembling a Guttman scale.

Degrees of Institutionalization and Critical Processes. Table 2
presents the organizational forms arranged by degrees of institu-
tionalization and by the critical processes. The basic theme in our
theoretical discussion is that the critical processes have a direct effect
on the degrees of institutionalization. The table is not presented for
hypothesis testing. Rather, we are looking for trends and gross
associations.

Socialization. Socialization refers 1o the transmission of in-
formation to organizational members about the new forms of work
behavior. Of critical interest for us is transmission after the new

Table 2. Degrees of Institutionalization by Critical Processes: Socialization.

Socialization—  Socialization—

Organiuational  Sociglization— Retraining Old  Training New
Form Initial Members Members

1. Autonomous high limited low
Work Group

2. Problem-Solving high none none
Hierarchy

3. Problem-Solving high none none
Hierarchy

4. Problem-Solving high none none
Hierarchy

5. Mauwix-Production high none low
Business Team

6. Problem-Solving high none none
Hierarchy

7. Autonomous high none medium—indirect
Work Group

8. Parallel high none medium~indirect

9. Bonus Productivity high none medium—indirect
Teams

wxiﬁ

PR £ - -. -

R U VSN




T PR TN TR .

e

zg‘*

248 Change in Organizations

behaviors are in place. The extent to which organizational members
must explain to new participants the rationale for the work behav-
iors should reinforce the existence (or institutionalization) of these
behaviors.

As Table 2 indicates, there were no differences among the
organizations in their initial socialization programs. All were rela-
tively extensive, as one would expect. The next question was
whether formal training programs were planned over time. The idea
behind this measure is that some of the knowledge presented early in
the program might decay and some form of retraininz might be
necessary. All these programs had some form of committee structure
meeting over time, which obviously would provide some socializa-
tion experiences, but only for a few members. Here we are referring
to intentional periodic retraining for all organizational partici-
pants. In the first autonomous work group, there were plans to
provide retraining over time. As we moved into year two of that
program, there was a noticeable decline in the number of meetings.
The other programs did not have a schedule of retraining activities
for existing organizational participants. )

Golembiewski and Carrigan (1970) report that retraining can
facilitate persistence. In a program designed to change the practices
of high-level managers in the sales division of a manufacturing
firm, they found that a retraining exercise several months after the
program was instituted strengthened the persistence of the program.
In a similar vein, Ivancevich (1974) compared Management by Ob-
jectives programs in two large manufacturing firms. One firm had a
retraining exercise; the other had none. After three years, the pro-
gram in the former plant exhibited greater persistence. There were,
however, some differences in the two plants, which makes it difficult
to conclude unequivocally that the retraining caused the difference
in persistence.

The next question concerns the socialization of new partici-
pants who came into the organization after the program was on line.
We did not see that any of the programs offered training to these new
members that was comparable to the training when the programs
were initiated. The features of the organizational forms might have
been mentioned in an orientation meeting, but the intensity of this
training was much lower than in the introduction of the program.
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Given that all the organizational forms are very complicated in
terms of operations, beliefs, and values, it is surprising that these
organizations did not pay more attention to socialization of new
members—a critical feature of institutionalization. A number of lab-
oratory studies have focused on the transmission of organizational
culture to successive generations through the passive socialization of
new members. Jacobs and Campbell (1961) showed that extreme
judgments of the magnitude of the autokinetic effect (introduced by
confederates) could be reiterated through several ‘‘generations” of
subjects. This was accomplished by placing new subjects, one by
one, into groups in which the extreme norm existed. Over time,
then, the “socialized” became the *‘socializers.”” However, the esti-
mates converged on the natural autokinetic norm over successive
generations, and all the experimental groups’ estimates equaled
those of the control group by the tenth generation. This is similar to
the decline over time often observed in programs of organizational
change. Jacobs and Campbell infer from this that subjects’ an-
nounced judgments are averages of tradition and their own judg-
ments. Therefore, a norm that has no basis in rcality (that is, no
“function”’) is unlikely to become institutionalized. However, one
should also observe that there was no formal socialization procedure
for the new participants; this may also be imporiant in understand-
ing the decline. :

Weick and Gilfillan (1971) employ a similar but slightly dif-
ferent experimental paradigm, dealing with strategies groups use in
a game. Two strategies of equal potential effectiveness were used:
one easy and one hard. Groups initially assigned the hard strategy
eventually abandoned it in favor of the easy one; groups initially
assigned the easy strategy were able 10 maintain it over successive
generations, Weick and Gilfillan call the hard strategy ‘‘unwarrant-
edly arbitrary” and argue that such strategies in general will not
become institutionalized. The argument is similar to that of Jacobs
and Carxabell (1961): that tradition alone will not be sufficient to
perpetuate a norm if there are better, that is, more functional, norms
available. These findings were echoed in a somewhat more complex
experiment by MacNeil and Sherif (1976). We may therefore revise
our statement about the necessity for socialization of new members.
Socialization mechanisms may not be necessary if the desired behav-
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iors are easy, comfortable, and obvicusly functional from the new
participant’s perspective. But programs of organizational change
often contain elements that go against the grain of existing work
cultures. It is in this situation that socialization programs are badly
needed but are rarely found. The decline of work innovations and
the reversion to more commonly accepted forms of organization as
new members are introduced should therefore not be surprising..

Another way to conceptualize training of new members is to
determine the extent to which they would be forced to learn about
the new organizational form. In the organizations with the highest
level of institutionalization (refer to organizational forms 7-9 in the
tables), it would be very difficult for a new participant not to learn
about the program'. In the bonus productivity teams, a monthly
bonus meeting is held with all participanis. The new participants
are forced to be aware of that organizational form. In the parallel
organization, most new participants (given a particular job level)
have to participate in one of the parallel problem-soiving groups.
Because these groups are independent and permanent and are super-
vised by a different person from the one on their line job, it is hard
not to learn about the parallel organization. Also, this organization
has extensive manuals explaining the functioning of this form, as
well as audiovisual presentations that facilitate the training of new
members. In the autonomous work group program (organizational
form 7), the pay system is designed to force people 1o learn about the
functioning of autonomous work groups. In the other organiza-
tions, it is easier to enter the organization without learning about
the organizational form. In problem-solving groups, for example, it
is unlikely that a new member would participate in one of the
groups. Unless the participant conversed with an active participant,
learning would not occur.

Commitment. Commitment refers to the binding of indivi-
duals to behavioral acts. Higher levels of commitment should
enhance the degrees of institutionalization (see Table 3). We divided
commitment into three categories. To what extent did the adoption
of the new behavior reflect personal choice or an organizational
requirement? The more it reflecied personal choice, the greater the
commitment. The daia, not surprisingly, show a greater frequency
of personal choices. What is different is that one of the most institu-
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252 Change in Organizations

tionalized programs are initiated by organizational requirements.
The first autonomous work group program demonstrates a more
expected trend. The program scemed to grow and develop when
personal choices were carried out freely. Later in the program, when
organization requirements caused participation, the program began
to decline.

We also explored opportunities for commitment, that is, the
extent to which an individual had the opportunities to make com-
mitments to the program. Some of the programs created the oppor-
tunities for all members 10 participate; others did not. Higher
degrees of institutionalization seem to result from total rather than
limited opportunities. -

If we hold constant the opportunities for commitment, an-
other issue concerns the target of commitment. Organizations varied
in terms of whether they tried 1o get total organizational commit-
ment versus the commitment of a specific group or organizational
level. The data seem to indicate that lower levels of institutionaliza-
tion result from targeting specific groups. Basically, we found that
in the first four organizations, most of the focus was on bringing the
lower-level participants around to the new organizational culwure.
Unfortunately, middle and lower-middle managers were either ig-
nored or threatened by the change. Later they introduced counter-
implementation strategies (compare Keen, 1981), whi.h worked
against institutionalization of the change. Resistance hs in: -er man-
agement has been a chronic problem with many (™'{ programs
(Goodman and Lawler, 1977).

Several other studies have noted the impact of commitment
on institutionalization. For example, Ivancevich (1972) attributes
the failure of one Management by Objectives program to a lack of
commitment by top management. Walton (1980) notes the high
level of commitment in several successful programs of work innova-
tion. Research on commitment is not limited to organizational stu-
dies. Kiesler (1971) and his associates have performed several
experiments on commitment that bear directly on institutionaliza-
tion. In one set of experiments, it was demonstrated that autacking
someone’s beliefs will have differential effects, depending on the
strength of the commiiment. If someone is weakly committed to a
belief, attacking the belief will make the commitment weaker. How-
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Creating Long-Term Organizational Change 253

ever, individuals who are strongly committed will become even
stronger when attacked. New individuals in the work group may
represent an attack on the group’s beliefs because they have not yet
been socialized. If group members are only weakly committed to the
change program, this mild attack may further weaken their com-
mitment. However, groups that are fairly strongly committed will
become even stronger when new members are added. This has ob-
vious policy implications for the timing of the enutry of new
members, as well as for the choice of socialization agents.

Reward System. The type of reward system can affect the
degree of institutionalization. Our first subcategory concerns
whether the rewards are primarily intrinsic or extrinsic. Although
there may be some controversy about classifying rewards this way,
we were basically interested in whether rewards that were internally
mediated, externally mediated, or some combination of these were
related to the degrees of institutionalization. Table 4 seems to in-
dicate that organizational forms that mixed both internaily and
externally mediated rewards exhibited higher levels of institutional-
ization. This finding is not so obvious if you examine the context in
which most of these plans were introduced. The major themes were
to provide workers more autonomy, responsibility, control over
their environment, challenge, and feelings of accomplishment—all
internally mediated rewards. The assumption was that these rewards
would be sufficient to drive any new organizational form. The in-
formation in Table 4 questions that assumption. Goodman (1979)
and Walton (1978) also question the assumption that internally me-
diated rewards are sufficient to facilitate institutionalization. In
both of the programs studied by these authors, the lack of extrinsic
rewards seriously hampered the process. The rationale for both sets
of rewards may be as follows: I will increase my effort and perfor-
mance quality with new opportunities for accomplishment and
challenge. Over time, the organization should benefit from my new
contributions. Given a general contributions inducements frame-
work, I might expect some additional inducements to compensate
for my contributions.

A second issue concerns the contingency between behavior
and rewards. That is, if a person adopts one of the requisite behav-
iors (attending group meetings, solving problems, assuming leader-
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ship roles), 1o what extent is that behavior linked with a reward?
Although our interview data are not as robust in this area, some
g 8 observations can be made. First, all nine programs have a common
set of internally mediated rewards—au.tonomy, responsibility, chal- i
lenge, variety, accomplishment. Second, some of these rewards are ;
more related to participating in a program than to producing (see

March and Simon, 1958). That is, the amounts of autonomy do not

: covary with the amounts of problem-solving behavior, job switch-

o ing, and so forth. Some internally mediated rewards (for example,

o accomplishment) do covary with successful problem solving or job

Y switching. The point is that there is not as high an across-the-board

- contingency between behaviors and the internally mediated rewards

found in most of these organizational forms as one might expect. .
R J Hence the rating of medium for this column.

g The extrinsic rewards, particularly pay, are more closely

’ linked to the requisite behaviors. In the bonus productivity teams

plan (organizational form 9), production behaviors such as effort,

coordination, and suggestion making are linked to monthly bonuses

that serve monetary and recognition functions. In the autonomous

work group (organizational form 7), both group and production

behaviors are clearly linked 10 a pay system. Therefore, it seems that

there are closer contingencies in the last three organizations. This

occurs not because extrinsic rewards are more prevalent, but because .

there was a conscious attempt to link them to program behaviors. |
The importance of this link between performance and outcomes has .
been a dominant theme in the literature on motivation (Vroom,
1964) and effectiveness of pay systems (Lawler, 1971). In general,.the i
stronger and more consistent this link, the more adherence there will e
be to the behaviors in question.

* A final concern under reward allocation processes is the po-
tential for problems of inequity. In a change program with the scope
of those we are studying, new behaviors are undertaken, new skills
are acquired, and new rewards are provided. It is therefore extremely
difticult for an organization 10 maintain the delicate balance that
marks an equitable reward system. Inequity may be perceived
among subsystems if one group has started to accumulate new re-
wards unavailable to other groups. It may also occur within a given
subsystem as new and inequitable patterns of reward allocation be-
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256 Change in Organizations

come obvious to those working closely together. In the present
study, we noted the occurrence of problems of inequity (Table 4).
These problems were found in only two of the sites, neither of which
exhibited very high levels of institutionalization.

Results of other studies have shown that new programs often
become complicated by questions of equity. For example, Locke,
Sirota, and Wolfson (1976) report that a job-enrichment program in
a government agency did not become institutionalized, mainly be-
cause the workers were not compensated financially for the new
skills they had learned. They had never been promised more money,
but the fact that they were accomplishing more for the same pay was
perceived as inequitable. Goodman (1979) reports similar problems
in a program to develop autonomous work groups in a coal mine.
Part of the program involved job switching, whereby everyone
would eventually learn all the jobs in the crew. The probiem was
that the entire crew was 10 be paid at the same (higher) rate, which
originally was paid only to certain crew members. Because it had
taken years for some of the men to attain this rate, they felt it in-
equitable that the other crew members should come upon it so eas-
ily. This led to resistance to the program.

The third issue we considered is whether any of the programs
had developed mechanisms to deal with the *“novelty” problem. In
the theoretical discussion, we examined the diminishing value of
rewards over time. When a program starts, the new rewards have a
high novelty and autractiveness. But as one adapts to the level of
these rewards, they may be perceived as less valuable (Lawler, 1971).
We wondered whether any of our programs had mechanisms to
revise the type and schedule of reward. None of our sites used such a
mechanism. Walton (1980) shows how adaptation to reward levels
can lead to increasing perceptions of inequity; so in the absence of
this type of mechanism, perceptions of inequity are increasingly
likely over time.

Diffusion. Diffusion refers to the spread of an innovation
from one system to another. The significance of diffusion is that it
helps lock in behavior. As other systems perform the new behavior,
it legitimates the performance of that behavior (that is, enhances
normative consensus) in the focal system. If the new behavior is
performed in isolation with respect to other adjacent systems, coun-
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terimplementation strategies may be evoked in these other systems
against the new behavior.

In our. analysis, we distinguished between diffusion within
the target system and diffusion external o that system. Within target
diffusion means that the change was introduced into one section of
the target system and would be spread throughout the target system.
Diifusion external to the target system refers to spreading the organ-
izational form (0 other independent organizational units that have
some {ormal connection to the focal unit. For example, the organi-
zation with the bonus productivity plan is one of nine plants in 2
common division. Diffusion in this context refers to whether those
eight organizational units adopt the bonus productivity plan or
some variant.

Table 5 shows our rating of the extent of diffusion. The label
NR (not relevant) means that no diffusion would be expected. If an
organizational form were introduced into the whole target system,
there would be no room for diffusion. If an organization were not
linked to other external units, there would be no room for external

= which
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3 130 eas-
diffusion,
P Tgrams For within arget diffusion, the data are difficult to interpret
A vem. In because of the frequency of the NR. Remember, however, that the
* value of NR in this context means that, in those organizations, there has
+have 2 been a total system intervention. In cases one through four, there has
w3 evel of been an initial partial system intervention with only low to medium
St 1971). levels of success in further diffusing the new forms of work organiza-
"3 ":""’ to tion. Also, in these organizations there were either negative attitudes
. | ‘,“'th a displayed toward the new behaviors by members of the “‘out’ group
3 levels or counterimplementation strategies directed against the “in”
4 ":(:;l’; groups performing the ne'w behaviors. It would seem -tha.t in. partial
interventions, failure to diffuse may lead 10 a decrease in institution-
ation : alization. 'Goodmar.t (197?) has d@nstra(cd this. ln. t.his study,
hat e | when the intervention failed to diffuse beyond the original target
aior, group, it was perceived as inappropriate and failed 1o become
sices institutionalized.
o s In the column on diffusion to external systems, there are no

clear trends. The most- and least-institutionalized organizations
conform to our expectation that greater diffusion would facilitate
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institutionalization, but the data on other organizational forms are
0o varied.

Sensing and Recalibration. Sensing and recalibration refer to
the processes of determining whether the new forms of work behav-
ior are performed and generating corrective actions to ensure that
the behaviors are in place. A striking but not unusual finding gath-
ered during our data collection was that there often was a wide
discrepancy between the behaviors intended by the specific organiza-
tional form and the actual behaviors. Most of the organizational
forms identified in Table 5 did not have sensing or feedback mecha-
nisms to examine the performance of the new forms of work behav-
ior. Only in organizations nine and ten do we find both auditing
mechanisms and specific mechanisms to recalibrate the change.
Walton (1980) claims, on the basis of four case studies of innovation,
that the absence of such mechanisms is a major impediment to the
process of institutionalization.

Structure of Change. In our theoretical discussion, we identi-
fied two antecedent variables that affect the degree of institutionali-
zation through their impact on the process variables: the structure of
change and organizational characteristics. The structure of change
refers to some of the unique characteristics of the change activities.
Table 6 presents the organizational forms by structural characteris-
tics of the change program.

The goals for each program were analyzed in terms of
whether they had a broad or a specific focus. We speculated that a
broad, multiple set of goals would complicate the pracess of sociali-
zation and reward allocation. A problem in any analvsis of goals is
whose perspective is most valid because different perspectives or
constituencies provide different goal statements. We took the point
of view of the dominant coalition in determining the set of goals for
analysis. Another problem in measuring goals is whether to accept
stated goals or operational goals. We accepted the publicly stated
goals that generally appeared in some written document. The data
in Table 6 seem to indicate that change programs with more specific
goals exhibit higher levels of institutionalization. Specificity means
that there is greater attention to fewer goals and ‘or the goals that are
more easily operationalized. In the case of the bonus productivity
teams, the principal focus is on increasing productivity. The bonus
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g T .
E ¢ 5 formula provides a monthly account of whether that goal was

achieved. The diffuse label was attached to programs with (1) multi-
ple primary goals (one program had five goals, which included
measuring productivity, safety, job skills) and (2) less operational
goals, such as personal growth, individualization.

g We looked at other characteristics of goals, such as whether
! E ' they were written, and found no relationships with institutionaliza-

tion. Another characteristic was whether goals were common or

complementary (Goodman, 1979). Common goals are congruent
with the interests of all participants (for example, safety). Comple-
mentary goals are trade-off goals; one party gets one goal (for exam-
ple, increased productivity) and the other gets a different goal
(increased income). We found no relationship between institutional-
ization and the common/complementary distinction.
- The next factor reflects the extent to which the mechanisms
of the change are programmed. By mechanism we refer to structural
. = features of the organizational form. The parallel organization is
: 3 composed of a hierarchy of groups. An autonomous work group is
defined by the set of self-governing decisions made by that group. In
highly programmed organizational forms (for example, the paral-
lel), the design, composition, meeting time, intergroup relation- ‘ ;
ships, and procedures for initiating a meeting would appea: in ) R
detail and in written documents. The information in Table 6 indi- '
cates that programs that are more highly programmed are also more
institutionalized.

The third factor concerns whether the target of change was
the total system or a subsystem. The problem with subsystem change
is that it is more susceptible to counterimplementation activities and
hence lower levels of institutionalization. Table 6 indicates that or-
ganizational forms with total system interventions appear to persist ;
longer than those with subsystem intervention. In organizations one
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§ through four, there were counterimplementation strategies initiated :
H against the proposed new forms of work organization. 1
f We also looked at the role of the consultant in terms of i
§ : whether change was initiated by external or internal consultants. ! 1'
H 3 We were also interested in whether the external consultant created a ;
i long- or short-term relationship with the organization. In the latter 1
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case, the role was to provide expertise on organizational forms, to
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262 Change in Organizations

train organization participants to manage the change, and to legit-
imate the process via expertise. Most of the organizations used ex-
ternal consultants. Two of .the three most institutionalized forms
used an internal consultant. Those organizations using a short-term
external consultant exhibited higher levels of institutionalization.
In organizations using external consultants over a long time period,
we found little development of an internal capability for managing
change; so when the consultant lefi the organization, there were
major problems in managing change.

Another factor that appears to affect the degree of institution-
alization is the presence of a sponsor. The sponsor’s function is to
initiate, legitimate, and allocate resources to the change. If the spon-
sor leaves the organization, these functions will no longer be per-
formed, and processes such as commitment and reward allocation
will be altered. It appears (Table 6) that the initial sponsor is still
present in organizations six through nine, but the initial sponsor
has left in organizations with lower levels of institutionalization.

The withdrawal of sponsorship can follow from common
organizational practices rather than be inherent 1o the change pro-
ject. For example, Crockett (1977) reports a major organizational
intervention in the State Department in which substantial changes
were observed to persist for years. However, when the project initia:
tor, a political appointee, left office, the organization reverted to its
traditional form. The new administrator was not sympathetic to the
values and structure of the change program. As program support
and legitimacy decreased, the degree of institutionalization declined.
Similar effects were reported by Walton (1978) when the sponsors of
the famous Topeka Experiment left the organization, and by Levine
(1980) when an innovative college president left after instituting a
new structure for the school. In some cases, the sponsor left tempor-
arily (Frank and Hackman, 1975); in other cases (Miller, 1975; Wal-
ton, 1975), the sponsors focused attention on other organizational
matters. A study by Scheflen, Lawler, and Hackman (1971) showed
that sometimes middle management will withdraw support from a
program because they were not involved in planning tor it. This
finding is potentially of great importance because many organiza-
tional innovations are planned at very high levels of the organiza-
tion and implemented at the lowest levels. In all cases, however, the
persistence of the new structures declined.
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The lasefactor was whether the organization had introduced
an internal support system to facilitate the change process. The
support system was generally identified by the role of a facilitator
who worked directly with the organizatiorl participants included
in the change and who could move across different organizational
levels to gain commitment, resolve conflicts, and legitimate the
change activities. The findings on this factor seem inconclusive.

Organizational Characteristics. There is a set of organiza-
tional characteristics that can moderate the impact of the change
processes. That is, there can be an interaction between the effects of
the structure of change and the effects of the organizational charac-
teristics on the change processes. The organizational characteristics
are given and they exist prior to the change activity.

The first factor concerns the congruency between the struc-
ture of change and the existing management philosophy and struc-
ture. Organization one had a very authoritarian philosophy and
clear hierarchical structure. The proposed change moved the organ-
ization toward a more democratic mode and authority was pushed
down to lower organizational levels. We label this condition as a
low congruency. Change was introduced in this organization and
did persist with some degree of success over a three-year period, but
the management philosophy and organizational structure did not
change. We hypothesize that over time this discrepancy increased the
forces of deinstitutionalization. In Table 7 we see that greater levels
of congruency may be related to greater levels of institutionalization.

Walton's (1980) data show that in some change efforts there is
a gap between the requirement inherent in the structural features of
the change and the employees’ skills and values. The lower the
congruency (or greater the gap), the lower the levels of institutional-
ization. Unfortunately, we cannot discern any trends in our data
because of the lack of variability in the congruency variable.

We did gather some information from one of our companies
that had introduced an autonomous work group into a new organi-
zation. The employees were just in the process of learning their basic
job skills. The rewards for doing both self-governing activities and
job activities far exceeded the employees’ capabilities, and the
change failed. The gap in this instance worked against the long-run
viability of the program. Levine (1980) describes a set of innovations
attempted at a state university. Some of the inr:ovations were more
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congruent with organizational norms and values than others. Over
time, those innovations that were congruent were more likely to
persist than those that were incongruent. Similar conclusions were
drawn by Warwick (1975) and Crockett (1977) concerning a major
organizational change undertaken in the State Department. The
new structure favored the waking of initiative by lower-level officials,
which was incongruent with both the reward system and received
wisdom about how to be successful at the State Department. Not
surprisingly, the change did not last. Finally, Miller (1975) showed
that a change program must be congruent with cultural norms and
values, as well as with those peculiar to the organization. An organi-
zational innovation in several Indian weaving mills was hampered
because it did not provide for the workers’ need for recognition by
superiors, which is strong in the Indian culture.

Another issue that appears to affect the level of institutionali-
zation concerns the stability or variability in the environment. In an
earlier literature review (Goodman, Bazerman, and Conlon, 1279,
evidence was cited that high variability withovrt some boundary
buffer mechanism works against institutionalization. In our data
there were only two instances of instability in the environment. In
these cases there was a major decrease in demand for the organiza-
tion's products, which led to curtailments in the work force. These
changes in the work force in wrn changed the composition of many
of the groups that were an integral part of the change mechanism.
Because these economic changes were not buifered, they decreased
the effective function of the groups, which lowered levels of
institutionalization.

We thought that variations or instability in technology
would have a similar effect. However, there were few changes in
technology. In case nine, there were some technological changes,
but these were easily incorporated into the organization without
affecting the change activities of lower levels of institutionalization.

The riext factor concerns whether the organization was union-
i &d. We have argued elsewhere (Goodman, 1979, 1980) that there
may be some inherent conflict between an organizational form that
is based on labor-management cooperation and a labor-manage-
ment system based on an adversary relationship. This inherent con-
flict may work against the long-run viability of the new organiza-
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tional form. The data do indicate this type of relationship; firms
whose programs were most institutionalized were nonunion. How-
ever, it would be a mistake to infer from the data that union versus
nonunion is a principal cause of institutionalization. There are too
many other independent variables, which we have presented to the
reader, that affect institutionalization. One cannot assert that the
institutionalization of change will not occur in a union-manage-
ment system. All we have argued for, theoretically, is that it will be
more difficult.

There are other organizational characteristics, such as size,
age, and location, that might be included in this table. They were
excluded because we did not identify theoretically, or through a
literature review, how the variables would moderate the processes in
Table 7,

Conclusion

We have presented a definition, a conceptual procedure to
analyze degrees of institutionalization, and a framework 1o explain
or predict the level of degrees of institutionalization. Now that an
analysis is completed, it may be useful to identify ways in which this
analysis differs from other discussions of institutionalization (com-
pare Berger and Luckman, 1966; Zucker, 1977; and Walton, 1980).

Conceptualization of Degrees of Institutionalization. Institu-
tionalization is not an all-or-nothing phenomenon. More likely, we
find degrees of institutionalization in any social context. We have
proposed five criteria to represent the degree of institutionalization:
cognitive consensus, common behavior, common preferences or pri-
vate acceptance, normative consensus, and value consensus. The
criteria are not simply a list of five isolated factors. Rather, we have
argued that they are interrelated and developmentally may appear as
a unidimensional structure. That is, cognitive consensus should

‘precede the appearance of common behaviors, which should precede

a common set of preferences toward those behaviors, and so forth.
Similarly, if value consensus appears, the other four criteria should
be operating with regard to a particular act.

‘Operational Procedure for Measuring Degrees of Institution-
alization. Following a conceptual identification of criteria for insti-
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tutionalization, we have suggested that it is possible to represent this
concept empirically in an organizational context. The major prob-
lem we faced in going into the field was to measure the degree of
institutionalization in the different settings. Although this chapter
does not represent a psychometric guide to resolving this opera- ]
tional issue, it did appear possible to measure the level of institu- )
tionalization in the nine organizations. After defining the appro- I
priate social system, the task is to develop questions to measure
beliefs, behavior, and preferences with respect 1o a given act and
then to ascertain the level of normative and value consensus. Ques-
tionnaires and interviews represent two methods; observation analy-
sis could be used for measures of behavior, normative consensus, and
value consensus. The point is not to suggest that the task of opera-
tionalizing degrees of institutionalization is easy. Indeed, there are
tough measurement problems, to which we have offered some solu-
tions (pp. 229-235).

A Precise Framework. In reviewing the literature on institu-
tionalization, it is easy to find factors that affect institutionalization.
Some studies suggest the degree of sponsorship, the type of reward
system, whether the organization is unionized, and so forth. One can
generate a long list of factors. Our position has been that there are
five critical processes: socialization, commitment, reward allocation,
diffusion, and sensing and recalibration. These processes are the
main predictors of the degree of institutionalization. We have ac-
knowledged other factors, such as characteristics of the change and
characteristics of the organization, but these variables are important .
only as they moderate the processes. . i

Some Hypotheses. This was a hypothesis-generating rather
than hypothesis-testing chapter. Each of the tables represents possi-
ble hypotheses. Some of the tables identify some fairly clear relation- .
ships. For example, high levels of institutionalization are associated
with training new members, opportunities for commitment, types of
rewards, and behavior-reward contingency. In other tables, the rela- ;
tionships are mixed. In either set, these represent possible hypo- i
theses for testing. If we count across tables, some eighteen ‘
hypotheses are posed.

Development of Social Facts. An important part of an analy-
sis concerns how acts become social facts, that is, how behaviors : i

A
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become part of social structure. We have adopted a developmental
perspective that begins with the individual and moves to a structural
level of analysis. The novel aspect of our approach is integrating
several diverse learning mechanisms, such as social comparison, so-
cial thresholds, attributions, and lateral and vertical generalization
(see the Appendix to this chapter).

The problem of maintaining change is itself persistent
problem. Our data painted a pessimistic picture. Change had been
successfully introduced; some benefits had appeared; but over time
the majority of the programs had become deinstitutionalized. These
findings may represent a unique sample, but others (for exampile,
Mirvis and Berg, 1977; Walion, 1980) have reported similar findings
in different settings with different types of change. Our hunch is
tha¢ difficulty in maintaining change will remain a fairly persistent
phenomenon. We hope that the ideas in this chapter will provide
some guidance to those conducting research on change as well as to
those planning and implementing it.

Appendix

This appendix details the processes by which behaviors be-
come institutionalized by examining different phases of change at
different levels of analysis.

There are many ways to characterize phases of change. We
assume there will be some type of introduction, followed by a tem-
porary adoption of the proposed behavior. Over time the behavior
will become established and routinized. The next phase may be one
of maintenance or revitalization, or one of decline. We propose these
phases merely as a way to organize this discussion; they are not
independent entities with one ending and the other beginning or
some closed cycle. The phases can occur at different points. Decline
might follow adoption or occur during the revitalization phase.

Level of analysis is another issue that will organize this anal-
ysis. We believe that the development of institutionalized behavior
must be understood at the individual and collective levels. Accord-
ing to our definition, an institutionalized act is a collective phenom-
enon. However, 10 understand the development and decline of this
act, it is necessary to understand why individuals adopt new work
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behaviors because these individual adoptions represent the “raw
material” for the institutionalization process.

Individual Level of Analysis. The individual analysis begins
as a new behavior is introduced. The focus is on a single individual
operating in an isolated context. We will trace the individual
through the different phases of change. In each phase we will try to
link the relevant theoretical processes 1o the five facets of
institutionalization.

The critical behaviors acquired during the introduction are
the beliefs about the new behavior. The critical process is socializa-
tion, which provides information for these beliefs. From other litera-
ture (compare Goodman, 1979; Oskamp, 1977) we know that (1) the
credibility and trustworthiness of the communicator, (2) the content
of the communication (for example, one-sided, two-sided), and (3)
the relationship between the content and the receiver’s prior expe-
riences or current attitudes and beliefs all bear on whether the in-
formation will be received. modified, or rejected. These new beliefs
are important because they may determine whether the new behav-
ior will be adopted (Goodman and Moore, 1970).

The adoption decision concerns whether the individual will
perform the new behavior. This decision is based on three things.

1. Beliefs concerning the perceived ability to perform the new be-
havior. In a study of a Scanlon Plan installation, Goodman and
Moore (1976) reported that people who felt capable of perform-
ing a new behavior did so and others who did not feel capable
did not.

2. The perceived relationship between new behavior and the resul-
tant outcomes. If an individual does not see rewards flowing
from the new behavior, it is unlikely it will be adopted.

3. The attractiveness of the rewards. A variety of rewards may be
promised. Extrinsic rewards, those mediated through some ex-
ternal source, are probably the dominant reward in the adop-
tion decision. Intrinsic rewards may be used, but their effect is
probably weaker because it is harder to assign valences to ex-
pected internally mediated rewards (for example, feelings of
accomplishment) than to expected amounts of money.
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Forms of identification (Kelman, 1958) can also be used in the adop-
tion decision because people may adopt a behavior to maintain a
satisfactory relationship with the person requesting the behavior.

There are many complexities in this decision process, but
because it is not central to our theoretical framework, it will not be
elaborated. The basic idea is that the adoption decision (a behavior)
follows from beliefs developed from the socialization processes.

The adoption decision is based on expectation of rewards; the
continuation decision is based on the prior commitment process and
the receipt of rewards.

If there is congruence between expected and actual outcomes,
the adopted behavior should continue. The expectation level is dy-
namic and adjusts over time. For example, if actual outcomes be-
come less than the expected rewards, but this discrepancy occurs
slowly, predictably, and equitably, the expectation level should ad-
just, and the behavior should persist. Adjustment upwards should
follow a similar pattern.

Another critical process in this phase is commitment. The
social context in which the adaption decision is made is as impor-
tant as the decision itself. The level of commitment is highest when
the adopted behavior is (1) selected freely (not because it is an organ-
izational requirement), (2) explicit (that is, not easily deniable), and
(3) publicly known (Salancik, 1977). High commitment leads to the
stability of the behavior and resistance to change in that behavior. In
this phase, then, reward allocation and commitment are the critical
processes. Performance of the behavior and preference of that behav-
ior are the relevant facets. As the individual continues to perform the
behavior over time, affective orientations will probably be developed
toward that behavior. Similarly, the greater the freedom in selecting
the behavior, the more likely that private beliefs will be congruent
with that behavior.

The decision to continue, as compared with the decision to
adopt, occurs at a less conscious level. The decision to adopt, given
limits on rationality, requires some explicit examination of the ben-
efits and costs of the new behavior. The continuation of the behav-
ior occurs by default. If high commitment is induced in the
adoption decision, the behavior should continue. If actual outcomes
are in line with expected outcomes, no explicit reevaluation of the
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adoption decision occurs. Indeed, over time the behavior becomes
routinized, that is, performed with a low level of auention. The
advantages of routinization are that it reduces the costs of decision
making and provides opportunities for considering other decisions.

Over time there may be a decline in the perceived value of the
rewards that sustain the new behaviors. This diminishing utility
may vary the type of rewards (Alderfer, 1972; Hall, 1976). To main-
tain (or revitalize) the cognitive behavior and/or preferences, new
processes must be introduced. First, resocialization of organizational
participants may strengthen earlier beliefs or preferences and focus
attention on new outcomes. Second, recommitment processes may
be introduced to strengthen cognitions, behaviors, or preferences.
For example, in some programs workers vote annually to reaffirm
their commitment (Moore and Ross, 1978). The third alternative
may be to revise the reward system to provide different types or
schedules of rewards. There is a tendency to think of reward sysiems
as fixed rather than as a mechanism in need of constant revision.
New rewards may strengthen behaviors and preferences.

This brief discussion at the individual level of analysis is
intended 10 highlight (1) the role of the individual in the institu-
tionalization of change and (2) the link between some of the critical
processes and facets of institutionalization. The discussion, how-
ever, is somewhat artificial in that it treats the individual in isola-
tion. (It is probably more accurate in depicting so-called “‘early
adopters,” who adopt the behavior before strong norms and values
concerning it have developed.) :

Collective Levels of Analysis. At the collective level we want
to explain the development of degrees of institutionalization. Our
definifion requires that institutionalization be examined in a collec-
tive context where multiple individuals are objects of change. How
does an act become institutionalized? What enhances the level of
institutionalization? What contributes to deinstitutionalization?
The facets of eollective knowledge, behavior, preferences. normative
consensus, and value consensus are the objects to be explained. The
processes are the explanatory variables.

Introduction and Adoption Phases. The introduction and
adoption phases and the corresponding processes are almost identi-
cal 10 those discussed at the individual level of analysis. One differ-
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272 Change in Organizations

ence is that the socialization and commitment processes are directed
to collections of individuals rather than to one person. Also, the
social context of most planned organizational change ensures that
individuals will be aware that they are objects of the same socializa-
tion and commitment processes. The products from these first two
phases should be common knowledge of the requisite behaviors and
common adoption, at least on a trial basis, of the proposed new form
of work behavior. Of course, we would expect individual variation
in both the acceptance of the knowledge and performance. We ac-
knowledge the importance of the literature about resistance to
change and the effect of such resistance on any adoption decision.
But our interest is in explaining degrees of institutionalization, and
this requires that the behavior be adopted and initially persist over
time.

Continuation. The critical development of an institutional-
ized act occurs in the continuation phase. Qur setting for this analy-
sis is some people with common knowledge about a new form of
work behavior and a smaller percentage of people who have adopted
the behavior. The question is How does the new form of work
behavior become institutionalized? The explanation is based on a set
of socialization or learning mechanisms that affect common beliefs,
behaviors, and preferences as well as normative and value consensus.
(Contrast this with the individual level of analysis. At the individual
level of analysis, reward allocation and commitment were the major
processes; beliefs, behavior, and preferences were the major facets.)

The first mechanism is social comparison. Much of the cur-
rent social comparison literature (Goodman, 1977) focuses on how
people make evaluations of outcomes (for example, pay). That is,
information about athers’ input- outcome ratio permits the evalua-
tion of the focal person’s ratio. The more general use of social com-
parison processes has been 10 validate the social reality of beliefs.
That is, people validate their own beliefs by comparing their beliefs
with relevant beliefs of others.

The availability of information on others’ behavior is an im-
portant way to confirm one’s beliefs about the costs and benefits of a
new form of work behavior. Goodman and Moore (1976) have re-
ported that, in an installation of a Scanlon Plan, the availability of
information about others may change people’s belief about their
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ability to make suggestions, their belief about behavior-reward con-
tingencies, and hence their behavior. In another context, for those
people who have adopted the behavior, the availability of informa-
tion can confirm existing beliefs and ensure the continuation of the
behavior.

The effect of social comparison processes on confirming or
changing beliefs, behavior, or preferences occurs at the individual
level. Because we are describing the effect of social context on indi-
vidual behavior, the process of institutionalization has not begun.

The second mechanism is social threshold. Granovetter
(1978, p. 1422) postulates that a threshold is “that point where the
perceived benefits to an individual of [joining some collective be-
havior}] exceed the perceived costs.” The threshold is conceptualized
in terms of the percentage of people in a group performing the
behavior. As the percentage changes, so do the benefits and costs,
until the threshold is eventually passed. Granovetter uses this con-
cept as a general explanation for why people engage in collective
behavior.

Our use of the threshold idea is limited to cases in which it
explains the amount of costs associated with not performing a new
form of work behavior. Consider the following example: A new
form of work behavior, “*X," is introduced into an organization. Ten
percent of the work group adopits the behavior. Some of the nonper-
formers observe the performers, modify their beliefs, and adopt be-
havior “X.” If this process continues, the percentage of performers
should increase. The threshold concept can come into play when the
majority of people are engaging in the behavior and the nonper-
formers are becoming more visible. Increased visibility of nonper-
formance increases the probability of receiving some form of
punishment. As the amount of participation in the new behavior
increases, so will the costs of nonperformance. The relationship is
not linear; only at rather high levels of participation (or visibility of
nonperformance) will the costs appear. The threshold idea does not
explain levels of institutionalization. Rather, it explains at the col-
lective level how social forces bear on individual beliefs, behavior,
and perhaps, indirectly, preferences. Both the social comparison and
threshold processes are necessary for the development of institution-
alized behavior.
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The third mechanism is attribution about appropriateness.
As individuals become aware of others performing the new work
behavior, it is reasonable to expect some attributional processes will
be generated 10 explain why multiple others’ behavior is evoked.
Our focus is not on a single other's performance, because we discussed
that under the social comparison processes and made inferences
about the individual’s cost and benefits assessments. In this context,
we are interested in the attributions about collective behavior. Why
do multiple others perform the new behavior? An attribution about
appropriateness is derived from the following observations: I am
performing the behavior. I am aware that others are performing that
behavior. Others are aware that other people are performing the
behavior. The behavior appears predictable and persistent. I like
performing the behavior. Others probably perform the behavior be-
cause they also like it and because it is appropriate.

One attribution about this collective behavior is that it per-
sists because the participant feels it is appropriate. Social psycholog-
ical research (Jones and others, 1972) has shown that individuals
generally actribute the causes of others’ behavior to internal or dis-
positional characteristics of those others but often attribute their
own behavior to forces in the environment. It is therefore not un-
reasonable to believe that, when individuals see others performing
behaviors consistent with the change program, they will assume that
others like the behaviors and/or find them appropriate. Their own
behavior, however, may well be attributed to group norms. The
target of this attribution process then is the development of norma-
tive consensus. '

The [ourth mechanism is lateral generalization. Organiza-
tions are collections of norms, which represent rules or statements
about appropriate behavior. Assume that a new work behavior that
appears similar (and congruent) with an existing norm is intro-
duced. Following the work of Breer and Locke (1965), we expect the
“‘appropriate’ label atached 1o the normative behavior to generalize
to the new work behavior, assuming that there is common knowi-
edge of the new work behavior, that people have adopted it, that
they privately accept the behavior, and that they are aware of others’
performance of that behavior. Consider the following example:
There is a work group that embraces the norm of intragroup coop-
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eration. Assurhe that this group has litcle interaction with other
groups. As planned organizational change is introduced to bring
about intergroup cooperation, the lateral generalization process |
from intra- to intergroup cooperation should facilitate the institu- ’
tionalization of the latter form of cooperation. Lateral generaliza-
tion, then, contributes to the degrees of institutionalization by
creating some level of normative consensus. ﬁ

The fifth mechanism is vertical generalization. The Breer and
Locke (1965) theory of attitude and values argues that behavior pre-
cedes attitudes and values. The individual is faced with a task.
Through trial and error, the instrumental task behavior (say cooper-
ation) is identified and thus a cognition about this behavior (or
knowledge, in our terms) is formed. As similar tasks are presented,
the individual may generalize laterally and try the cooperative be-
havior in the new task. If the behavior ‘‘works” over a variety of
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- Astit per- tasks, Breer and Locke argue that a vertical generalization process
»holog- will be evoked that would move from *“‘cooperation works' (cogni- .
' ""l"‘":;ls tion) to *‘I prefer or like cooperative behavior’ (personal preference)
-ab ot dis-

to “‘cooperation is good; people ought to cooperate’ (a value). In the
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S - ~txmin some level of normative consensus and these acts represent a general- ‘
E: - 'h:t ized value, then we would hypothesize, through a process of vertical 1

generalization, that this value would be created. To the extent to

“wit own . ;
«em. The which others experience this process and communicate with each
< dnorma- other about it, some degree of value consensus will be developed. i

The sixth mechanism is communication and persuasion. The {
effects of the five mechanisms will be augmented as system members i
communicate with each other about beliefs, behaviors, preferences, i
norms, and values. Until now we have treated the first five mechz-
nisms in a passive context. However, the power of group communi-
cation, particularly in the context of a cohesive group, has been well
documented (Kiesler and Kiesler, 1969) as a means of developing }
beliefs, behaviors, preferences, norms, and values. '

Maintenance or Decline. Given some degree of institutionali-
zation, the next question concerns what alfects its maintenance (or
growth) or decline. The independent variables that bear on this
’ question are the processes of socialization, commitment, rewards,
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diffusion, and sensing and correcting. We discussed the impact of
these processes on adopters and nonadopters in the chapter.

'Referencu

Alderfer, C. P. Human Needs in Organizational Settings. New York:
Free Press of Glencoe, 1972.

Berger, P., and Luckman, T. The Social Construction of Reality: A
Treatise in the Sociology of Knowledge. Garden City, N.Y.: Dou-
bleday, 1966.

Breer, P., and Locke, E. Task Experience as a Source of Attitudes.
Homewood, I11.: Dorsey Press, 1965.

Crockett, W. “Introducing Change to a Government Agency.” In
P. Mirvis and D. Berg (Eds.), Failures in Organizational Develop-
ment: Cases and Essays for Learning. New York: Wiley-
Interscience, 1977.

Frank, L. L., and Hackman, J. R. A Failure of Job Enrichment:
The Case of the Change that Wasn’1.”” Journal of Applied Behav-
ioral Science, 1975, 11(4), 413-436.

Golembiewski, R. T., and Carrigan, S. B. “The Persistence of
Laboratory-Induced Changes in Organizational Styles.” Admin-
istrative Science Quarterly, 1970, 15, 330-340. .

Goodman, P. S. “Social Comparison Processes in Organizations.”
In B. M. Staw and G. R. Salancik (Eds.), New Directions in Or-
gamizational Behavior. Chicago: St. Clair Press, 1977.

Goadman, P. S. Assessing Organizational Change: The Rushton
Quality of Work Experiment. New York: Wiley-Interscience,
1979.

Goodman, P. . “Quality of Work Life Projects in the 1980s.” Labor
Law Journal, 1980, 31, 487-494.

Goodman, P. S., Atkin, R. A., and Schoorman, F. D. “On the De-
mise of Organizational Effectiveness Studies.” In M. K. Cameron
and D. Whetten (Eds.), Organizational Effectiveness. New York:
Wiley-Interscience, 1982,

Goodman, P. S., Bazerman, M., and Conlon, E. Institutionalization
of Planned Organizational Change.” In B. M. Staw and L. L.
Cummings (Eds.), Research in Organizational Behavior. (Vol. 2)
Greenwich, Conn.: JAI Press, 1979.

PR R




i a0
G

g New York:

-d Mllly- 4
«~ \.Y.: Dou-

« 4 dititudes.

- yrncy.” In
-s: Develop-
0 Wiley-

~whment:
+ #d Behav-

stence of
~ " 4dmin-

* tions."”’
=11 Or-

R  Rushion
5 ‘wience,
“ Labor

- h m-

*meron
* York:

ation
et g ) L L.
ol 2)

-
[t

b

Creating Long-Term Organizational Change 277

Goodman, P. S., and Lawler, E. E. New Forms of Work Organiza-
tion in the United States. Monograph prepared for the Interna-
tional Labor Organization, Geneva, Switzerland, 1977.

Goodman, P. S. and Moore, B. “The Natural Controlled Experi-
ment in Organizational Research.” Human Organization, 1970,
29, 197-203.

Goodman, P. S., and Moore, B. “Factors Affecting the Acquisition
of Beliefs about a New Reward System.”” Human Relations, 1976,
29, 571-588.

Granovetter, M. “Threshold Models of Collective Behavior.”” Amer-
ican Journal of Sociology, 1978, 83, 1420-1443.

Hall, R. 1. ““A System Pathology of an Organization: The Rise and
Fall of the ‘Old Saturday Evening Post.’ * Administrative Science
Quarterly, 1976, 21, 185-211.

Hinrichs, J. R. Practical Management for Productivity. New York:
Van Nostrand Reinhold, 1978.

Ivancevich, J. M. “Changes in Performance in a Management by
Objectives Program.” Administrative Science Quarterly, 1972, 17,
126-138.

Ivancevich, J. M. “A Longitudinal Assessment of Management by
Objectives.” Administrative Science Quarterly, 1974, 19, 563-574.

Jacobs, R. C., and Campbell, D. T. ‘““The Perpetuation of an Arbi-
trary Tradition through Several Generations of a Laboratory Mi-
croculture.” Journal of Abnormal and Social Psychology, 1961,
62, 649-658.

Jones, E., and others (Eds.). Attribution: Perceiving the Causes of
Behavior. Morristown, N.].: General Learning Press, 1972.

Keen, P. G. W. “Information Systems and Organizational Change."”
Communications of the Association for Computing Machinery,
1981, 24, 24-33.

Kelman, H. “Compliance, Identification and Internalization: Three
Processes of Attitude Change.”” Journal of Conflict Resolution,
1958, 2, 51-60.

Kiesler, C. A. The Psychology of Commitment: Experiments Link-
ing Behavior to Belief. New York: Academic Press, 1971.

Kiesler, C. A., and Kiesler, S. B. Conformity. Reading, Mass.:
Addison-Wesley, 1969.

. w a t  ——— o ——————— e e




278 Change in Organizations

Y Lawler, E. E. Pay and Organizational Effectiveness. New York:
] McGraw-Hill, 1971.

A Levine, A. Why Innovation Fails. Albany: State University of New
; York Press, 1980.

Lewin, K. Field Theory in Social Science. New York: Harper, 1951.

Locke, E. A, Sirowa, D., and Wolfson, A. D. “An Experimental Case
Study of the Successes and Failures of Job Enrichment in a Gov-
emment Agency.” Journal of Applied Psychology, 1976, 61,
701-711.

MacNeil, M. K., and Sherif, M. “Norm Change over Subject Genera-
tions as a Function of Arbitrariness of Prescribed Norms.™ Jour-

' nal of Personality and Social Psychology, 1976, 33, 698-708.

: March, J., and Simon, H. Organizations. New York: Wiley, 1958.

Rk Meyer, J. W., and Rowan, B. “Institutionalized Organizations:

) Formal Structure as Myth and Ceremony.”” American Journal of

‘ Sociology, 1977, 83, 340-363.
Miller, E. J. “Socio-Technical Systems in Weaving, 1953-1970: A
Follow-Up Study.” Human Relations, 1975, 28(4), 349-386.
Mirvis, P. H., and Berg, D. N. Failures in Organization Develop-
ment and Change. New York: Wiley-Interscience, 1977.
i Moore, B. E., and Ross, T. L. The Scanlon Way to Improved Pro-
i : ductivity: A Practical Guide. New York: Wiley-Interscience, 1978.
& Oskamp, S. Attitudes and Opinions. Englewood Cliffs, N.].:
Prentice-Hall, 1977.

Rogers, E. M., and Shoemaker, F. F. Communication of Innova-
tions. New York: Free Press, 1971.

Salancik, G. “Commitment and the Control of Organizational Be-
havior and Belief."” In B. Staw and G. Salancik (Eds.), New Direc-
tions in Organizational Behavior. Chicago: St. Clair Press, 1977.

Scheflen, K., Lawler, E., and Hackman, J. “Long Term Impact of

: Employee Participation in the Development of Pay Incentive

4 Plans.” Journal of Applied Psychology, 1971, 55, 182-186.

. Vroom, V. A. Work and Motivation. New York: Wiley-Interscience,

v 1964.

Walton, R. E. “The Diffusion of New Work Structures: Explaining
Why Success Didn't Take.” Organizational Dynamics, Winter

' 1975, pp. 3-21.

o

a~a
——

N

. A




. w‘m

_ ww York:
NdNQW

. wpn, 1951,
...nulCase
«n m 3 Gov-
« V916, 61,

-1 (senera-

»m " Jour-

- 08

~ 1958,
ons:

+ umal of

170: A
i

« Jnvelop-

R, =v¢d Pro-
‘. ve, 1978,
‘“ N.J.:

i

e b * Innovg-

a4l Be-

3 - Direc-
S 1977,

AR “ct of

“entive
&

swence,

“ning
Kinter

A

Creating Long-Term Organizational Change 279

Walion, R. E. “Teaching an Old Dog Food New Tricks.” Wharton
Magazine, Winter 1978, pp. 38-47.

Walwon, R. E. “Establishing and Maintaining High Commitment
Work Systems.” In J. R. Kimberly, R. H. Miles, and Associates
(Eds.), The Organizational Life Cycle: Issues in the Creation,
Transformation, and Decline of Organizations. San Francisco:
Jossey-Bass, 1980.

Warwick, D. P. 4 Theory of Public Bureaucracy. Cambridge, Mass.:
Harvard University Press, 1975.

Weick, K. E., and Gilfillan, D. P. “Fate of Arbitrary Traditions in a
Laboratory Microculture.” Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 1971, 17, 179-191.

Zucker, L. G. “The Role of Institutionalization in Cultural Persist-
ence.” American Sociological Review, 1977, 42, 726-743.

1

R

R

PIPNTL BRT TN

o e -







